the individuals recruited for the joint active-reserve pro-
gram and 6 percent of those recruited for the nonprior-
service reserve program choose to remain with the active-
duty Navy and to become careerists. Given their
contribution to the active-duty career force, increasing the
number of recruits accessed into these special enlistment
programs reduces the number of active-service Navy en-
listments required to maintain the Navy's career end
strength. Corresponding to this reduction in active-duty
Navy enlistments will be a reduction in recruiting and
training costs. This partially offsets the increase in recruit-
ing and training costs that is due to higher nonprior-service
reserve and joint active-reserve enlistments. The linear
programming model also takes account of the extent to
which reductions in active Navy recruiting eventually im-
pact on the reserve. With fewer active Navy recruits, in
the long run there are fewer Navy veterans available to af-
filiate with the reserves.

While the Selected Reserve faces a shortage of junior-
enlisted personnel, the active Navy's main challenge is
meeting career force end strength goals. For active-duty
Navy forces, therefore, career end strength was the initial
focus of the programming model. A more sophisticated

career end strength remained constant and Selected Re-
serve end strength increased by 10,000, the induced
changes in active-duty first-term end strength were rela-
tively slight and unlikely to bias a comparison between the
nonprior-service reserve and joint active-reserve programs.
Results for induced changes in junior-enlisted end strength
in the Selected Reserve were similar.

Due to the linear nature of the model, conclusions con-
cerning net recruiting and training costs per reserve
manyear are independent of the assumed 10,000-man in-
crease in junior-enlisted Selected Reserve end strength.
Those costs would have been the same had the assumption
been 100 instead of 10,000.

As expected, estimated costs per Selected Reserve
manyear provided through the joint program were much
lower when the contribution of joint-program recruits to
the active Navy was taken into account. If the Navy re-
duced recruitment for its standard four-year program so
that active-duty career end strength held constant, it could
increase junior-enlisted Selected Reserve end strength at a
net recruiting and training cost of $5,500 per manyear un-
der the current joint active-reserve enlistment program.
Were this program modified to have a three-year drilling

Joint-program recruits are obligated to contribute, att least as many
manyears to the regular Navy as they are to f/?e, Selected Reserve,, Thus
the true cost of reserve manyears is overstated if all recruiting and training
costs associated with the joint program are attributed to the reserves. It
was tty's problem that spurred development of'A toiai$drc&

total-force model might also include first-term reenlistment
bonuses as a variable; analysts could then adjust bonus
levels to ensure that the active Navy's first-term end
strength would remain constant. However, such an exten-
sion of the simple model used in this analysis was not nec-
essary. When recruiting levels were set so that active-duty

Reference is to steady-state end strengths. Active-duty career
end strength here includes length-of-service cells six and above,
even though the conventional DoD definition extends to persons
In their fifth year of service. Data on the survival patterns of re-
cruits from different initial enlistment programs are scarce. Con-
sequently, the model used in this analysis assumes that persons
reaching the active-duty career force will contribute the same
number of expected manyears to it regardless of the program
they initially enlisted under. If persons in their fifth year of serv-
ice were counted as careerists, such an assumption would be
questionable because of the practice, one especially common
among four-year obligors, of extending active-duty enlistment for
one year.

obligation, the net cost per junior-enlisted Selected Re-
serve manyear would be approximately $4,300. Compari-
son of these figures to the estimates based on a partial-
force analysis shows a reduction in reserve manyear costs
by at least a factor of 4 under the total-force concept (see
Figure 3).

Unlike joint active-reserve recruits, nonprior-service re-
serve recruits have no initial obligation to the active-duty
Navy. Nonetheless, the total-force model also indicates
that manpower flows between the nonprior-service reserve
program and the active-duty Navy significantly affect the
net cost of junior-enlisted Selected Reserve manyears pro-
vided through the nonprior-service program.

In fact, when active-duty career end strength was held
constant, the model indicated that the net cost per junior-
enlisted manyear provided through the program would
range from $3,800 to $6,100, depending on the recruiting
cost assumption used. Consequently, an analysis that ig-
nored the contribution of nonprior-service reserve recruits
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